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Part One is a pessimistic and, God help us, perhaps realistic account 
of what we confront in Vietnam. A more ebullient artist might have 
cast the situation in somewhat less sombre tones, but there is not much 
point here in determining how dark a grey or how deep a black to use. 
Let us start with the picture that now hangs above Part Two. 


As far as Part Two is concerned, I must confess some bewilderment, 
in part because of the schizophrenic approach taken in "I" page 11. 

Here, it is suggested that our continued assistance to the GVN be made 
conditional on certain standards of performance on the part of the new 
government. But if we accept the lugubrious account of our situation 
in Part One, our approach should be to get out ("cut our losses tr ) as 
quickly and graciously as possible. Suppose the GVN does pull up its 
socks, should we, in fact, continue (and if necessary increase) our 
assistance in the light of Part One? Or suppose it promises to as best 
it can, what do we do? Or are we asking what in fact is impossible 
in order to set the stage for a withdrawal? Since everything that follows 
in Part Two assumes a withdrawal, I suspect it is this last (rather 
unsavory) course that the paper consciously or subconsciously is 
advocating. 

Another and more basic problem with Part Two is that the steps advanced 
(in the Summary) are basically designed to get the Communists on a 
negotiating track, but the essence of pp. 12-19 of the paper implies that 
we have pulled out prior to or without negotiations (which I don*t think 
anyone has seriously considered). Or, perhaps, there is an underlying 
assumption that any negotiations will inevitably result in an immediate 
de facto takeover of South Vietnam by the Communists (which I don*t 
think is necessarily the case, but which argues for some hard thinking 
on just what we would try to achieve at a conference table). 


But it is easy to cavil. It is time for more constructive noises. 


Let us accept the concept that the situation is grave, the local prospects 
dubious, the overall outlook dangerous (Part One). Let us accept the 
fundamental requirement to "Cut our Losses" (the proposition of Part 
Two). Where do we go from here? 
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Our Military Tactics over the Summer 


'If we decide that we follow this track, we should adapt our bombing 
attacks on the North and our ground force commitment accordingly. 

This means that we not (and I recognize all the pressures to the 
contr&ry) break out of our present bombing pattern. To be sure our 
attacks have far from crippled the DRV. On the other hand, it has 
made life real and earnest. In a situation where resources were solely 
strained to begin with, knocking out almost 20 percent of their POL 
storage and almost 10 percent of their power plants (see page 2 of the 
basic paper) insignificant -- especially since we have been able to do 
it without taking on greatly increased risks. The problems created by 
the mobilization and distortion of an already-strained economy to cope 
* with actual and anticipated damage is also worth noting. 

On the ground in South Vietnam we face a tough summer, but if we can 
come out of it in the fall with a situation in which the VC is not much 
better off than it was in May, we may be over the hump. Can this fairly 
limited objective be accomplished with the forces already in South 
Vietnam? I wouldn't presume to say. I have a queasy feeling, however, 
that the force levels contemplated in some quarters assume either that 
the ARVN will cave in (in which case we've had it, whatever we do) or 
' that more ambitious military objectives can be attained (which, with all 

deference, I doubt). 

1 

! /But , if we are going to increase our commitment to more than 100 thousand 

I would seriously suggest a new and serious look at sealing the 17th 
pa.ra.ll 0 l. When this was first broached, many of the objections stemmed 
•from the extent of the manpower involved. However, if we are going to 
j commit the manpower anyway, perhaps a strategy more closely geared 

i to our interdiction attacks on the North would make more sense militarily, 

would be better understood here at home and would give us a better 
j negotiating stance^/ 

Our Negotiating Stance 

\ 

s . I have already given you a proposal for pressing forward in the immediate 

I future. Aside from the matter of timing, it differs from the Ball approach 

| in its suggestion that we take the initiative in discussions with the DRV 

(the Ball paper leaves this to the GVN, although it contemplates talks at 
some point between the US and the ChiComs). My concept of the scenario, , 
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in either the short or longer run would be to work out some kind of 
deal with Hanoi (cutting Moscow in as desirable), keep the Chinese 
out of it, and have the GVN work out a modus vivendi with a disarmed VC. 

Our Approach to the GVN 

The political raw material in South Vietnam is maddeningly, frustratingly 
inadequate for reasons familiar to all of us. Neither threats nor coaxing 
will fundamentally improve it -- we have had plenty of experience to prove 
this out. Granted that the new government has many worrisome aspects; 
it also has a few redeeming qualities. It has a revolutionary elan and 
has advanced a revolutionary program. Ky is something of a nut, but 
so in their own ways are Sukarno and Sihanouk and Nkrumah and Nasser. 

A revolutionary program and a flamboyant personality may be just what 
the situation requires. But if this is the medicine, we've got to help 
administer it and this might involve some substantial changes in our 
Mission (see Walt Rostow's memo and my own on this subject). 

What does this have to do with cutting our losses? A great deal. If we 

are going to get out (hopefully through some kind of negotiated deal) we 

must leave behind a strong, forward-looking, non-Communist proaram 

and a pro-American (or at least not an alienated) group of key leaders. 

More important in the short run, is the need to establish a decree of 

confidence and communication with the Ky Government (or any” that may 

follow), so that we can proceed to negotiations or fight to the death in 

partnership with the GVN. For, like it or not, we cannot do either 
without them. 

Adapting to our Withdrawal 

I think the pro blems of retreading domestic and foreign opinion to our 
withdrawal from Vietnam is somewhat overdrawn in the Ball paper. This 
assumes, of course, that we pull out as part of a negotiated arrangement 
and not because the GVN fell short of our standards of performance. 

Perhaps more important than the problems raised here is the challenge posed 
by a post- settlement Vietnam. There will be a great temptation (and I will 
be high on the list of the tempted) to wash our hands of the problem. But 

good men and true should concentrate on how a peaceful South Vietnam can 
also be a non-Communist one. 


Chester L. Cooper 
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